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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

1. Claims 11-14, 20 and 21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being 
anticipated by Victor (US Patent 676,163). 

Victor teaches a wheelbarrow including, in combination: 

> A rigid front bracket (C) 

> A wheel (B) rotatably secured to the front bracket (C) 

> First and second handle arms (E) pivotably attached to the front bracket (C) at 
first and second spaced apart pivot axes (e) respectively 

> The front bracket (C) is generally U-shaped having a laterally extending front 
section and first and second laterally spaced apart leg sections rearwardly 
extending from the front section, as clearly shown in Figure 5 

> Leg sections include parallel and spaced apart upper and lower walls (see lower 
wall c) and the first and second handle arms (E) extend between the upper and 
lower walls at least from an axis of rotation (at axle A) to the first and second 
pivot axes (e) respectively 

> The first and second pivot axes (e) are spaced apart from the axis of rotation (A) 
of the wheel (B) in the forward-rearward direction 
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> The first and second pivot axes (e) are located forward of the axis of rotation (A) 
of the wheel (B) when viewed from a position near the handle ends opposite the 
wheels (B) 

> The first and second handle arms (E) extend between the upper and lower walls 
from a location rearward of the axis of rotation (A) of the wheel (B) to a location 
forward of the axis of rotation (A) of the wheel (B) 

> The first and second pivot axes (e) are perpendicular to the axis of rotation (A) of 
the wheel (B) 

> The first and second pivot axes (e) are located at opposed sides of the wheel (B) 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

2. Claims 1-3, 7 and 8 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 

over Victor (US Patent 676,163) in view of Allsop et al. (US Patent 6,764,093). 

Victor teaches the features described above including means for limiting outward 

pivotable movement of the first and second legs respectively. See column 2, lines 57- 

71. 

Victor lacks the teaching of legs sections that form abutments. 
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Allsop et al. teaches leg sections that form abutments. The leg sections (26) 
abut against the side walls (48) of a tapered portion (40). 

Based on the teachings of Allsop et al., it would have been obvious to one having 
ordinary skill in the art, at the time the invention was made, to add an inner wall to the 
bracket of Victor, of which the leg would abut, as an alternative to the limiting means 
already taught, to simplify the design to reduce manufacturing cost. 

3. Claims 5 and 6 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Victor ('163) and Allsop et al. ('093) as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of 
Aielli (US Patent 6,186,523). 

The combination of Victor and Allsop et al. teach the features described above, 

The combination of Victor and Allsop et al. lack the teaching of a rigid tray and a 
clamping device. 

Aielli teaches a rigid tray (44) and a clamping device (42, 43). 

Based on the teachings of Aielli, it would have been obvious to one having 
ordinary skill in the art, at the time the invention was made, to add a rigid tray and a 
clamping device to the combination of Victor and Allsop et al. to provide a container that 
can be secured for holding items to be transported on the wheelbarrow. 

4. Claims 18, 19, 23, 27, 28, 30-32, 36 and 38-40 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
103(a) as being unpatentable over Victor ('163) in view of Gibbons (US Patent 
3,743,312). 
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Victor teaches the features described above. 

Victor lacks the teaching of a tray and a clamping device. 

Gibbons teaches a rigid tray (30) and a clamping device (24). 

Based on the teachings of Gibbons, it would have been obvious to one having 
ordinary skill in the art, at the time the invention was made, to add a rigid tray and a 
clamping device to the wheelbarrow of Victor to provide a container that can be secured 
for holding items to be transported on the wheelbarrow. Re claim 23, the clamping 
device (24) extending between the first and second handle arms and removably 
applying a clamping force between the first and second handle arms to clamp the tray 
(30) between the fist and second handle arms. Upon disengagement of the clamping 
device (24), the tray can move in a lateral direction. Re claim 39, the clamping force is 
adjustable via the clamping device/wing nuts (24). 

5. Claim 9 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Victor 
('163) and Allsop et al. ('093) as applied to claiml above, and further in view of Donze 
et al. (US Patent 5,026,079). 

The combination of Victor and Allsop et al. teach the features described above. 

The combination of Victor and Allsop et al. lacks the teaching of telescoping 
handle arms. 

Donze et al. teaches telescoping handle arms (16). 

Based on the teachings of Donze et al., it would have been obvious to one 
having ordinary skill in the art, at the time the invention was made, to replace the handle 
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arms taught by the combination of Victor and Allsop et al., with telescoping arms to 
allow for easier stowage during transportation of the wheelbarrow and to permit the 
height or position of the handles to be adjusted depending on the stature of the user so 
as to avoid an uncomfortable working position. 

6. Claim 22 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Victor 
('163) in view of Donze et al. (US Patent 5,026,079). 

Victor teaches the features described above. 

Victor lacks the teaching of telescoping handle arms. 

Donze et al. teaches telescoping handle arms (16). 

Based on the teachings of Donze et al., it would have been obvious to one 
having ordinary skill in the art, at the time the invention was made, to replace the handle 
arms taught by Victor, with telescoping arms to allow for easier stowage during 
transportation of the wheelbarrow and to permit the height or position of the handles to 
be adjusted depending on the stature of the user so as to avoid an uncomfortable 
working position. 

7. Claims 24 and 34 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Victor ('163) and Gibbons ('312) as applied to claim 23 and 31 above, and further 
in view of Leger et al. (US Patent 6,017,053). 

The combination of Victor and Gibbons teach the features described above. The 
bracket (C) forms a groove. 
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The combination of Victor and Gibbons lack the teaching of a cable. 
Leger et al. teaches a cable. 

Based on the teachings of Leger et al., it would have been obvious to one having 
ordinary skill in the art, at the time the invention was made, to add a flexible cable to 
provide an economical means of securing the tray to the arms. 

8. Claims 29 and 37 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Victor ('163) and Gibbons ('312), as applied to claims 23 and 31 above, and further 
in view of Donze et al. (US Patent 5,026,079). 

The combination of Victor and Gibbons teach the features described above. 

The combination of Victor and Gibbons lack the teaching of telescoping handle 

arms. 

Donze et al. teaches telescoping handle arms (16). 

Based on the teachings of Donze et al., it would have been obvious to one 
having ordinary skill in the art, at the time the invention was made, to replace the handle 
arms taught by the combination of Victor and Gibbons, with telescoping arms to allow 
for easier stowage during transportation of the wheelbarrow and to permit the height or 
position of the handles to be adjusted depending on the stature of the user so as to 
avoid an uncomfortable working position. 



Response to Arguments 
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9. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-3, 5-9, 11-14, 18-24, 27-32, 34 
and 36-38 have been considered but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 



10. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 

§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

1 1 . Any inquiry concerning this communication should be directed to Bridget Avery at 
telephone number 571-272-6691. 



Conclusion 





February 6, 2006 
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